The economic crisis has affected the EU regions very differently over the last five years, depending on the region's strengths or weaknesses, its sectoral structure and the response of national and regional governments. In some countries, downturns can lead to narrower interregional disparities, while in some can trigger regional divergence. Previous empirical studies indicate that there is a tendency for regional disparities to grow during recessions, and diminish in the period of economic growth (Dunford and Parron, 1994; Evans and MacCormic, 1994, Audas and Mackay, 1997) . Although the reduction of regional disparities represents one of the priorities of EU regional policy and of Croatian regional policy, regional disparities within the Croatia are still significant. The current economic crisis that has emerged in the Croatian economy has already an enormous negative effect on several national and regional development indicators like GDP per capita, unemployment, and productivity.
Introduction
Some researchers claim that the growth and development results territorial disparities and inequalities, while by others the growth and development results territorial equation. Namely, Solow and neoclassic economists claim that the regional differences disappear with the growth because of the diminishing returns to capital. On the other hand, by Myrdal and the post-Keynesian theory, growth results increasing inequalities (Bradley, Petrakos, Traistaru, 2005) . The reduction of economic disparities is one the key policy objectives of the European Union, set in the goals of Rome Treaty in 1957 and of the Single European Act in 1986. The economic crisis is affecting regional economies in different ways. Conducted studies have shown that periods of economic growth can be connected with regional convergence, while the periods of economic downturns can trigger regional divergence (Dunford and Perron, 1994; Audas and Mackay, 1994; Evans and McCormic, 1994) . Namely, the financial crisis that began in August 2007 and the subsequent severe recession had a significant negative impact on cross-country convergence in the EU (EIB, 2012) . Unemployment in poorer regions increased more than that in richer regions, especially for low skilled labour, and hinted that regional convergence in the EU followed the cross-country pattern. Regional economic convergence slowed down substantially in 2008-2009 after nearly a decade of rapid convergence (EIB, 2012) . The aim of this paper is to analyse the disparities between the economic development regions of Croatia at the end of the year 2008, meaning before the recession in comparison with the year 2011 (the last year for which data on regional GDP are available). In order to study the disparities among the economic development regions of Croatia, following variables have been taken into consideration: development index, GDP per capita, unemployment rate and employment rate. The analysis is based on data at NUTS2 and 3 NUTS3 level. Croatia is exceptionally heterogeneous country with great regional differences in economic and social development. According to the Act on the Territories of Counties, Towns and Municipalities in the Republic of Croatia (Official Gazette, No. 86/06, 125/06, 46/10, 145/10, 37/13, 44/13, 45/13 ) the entire territory of the Republic of Croatia is divided into 556 local self-government units (127 towns and 429 municipalities) and 21 county (including Zagreb, having a dual status of a town and county). Counties (županije) represent the third level of the NUTS system, while the entire national territory represents the first level (NUTS1). As for the second level (NUTS2) there are two units, Adriatic Croatia (7 counties) and Continental Croatia (14 counties). Croatian counties are units of regional selfgovernment that comprise of towns and municipalities. The county's self-government is in charge of education, health care, economic development, traffic and road infrastructure, scientific, social and cultural development, physical planning and a number other activities regulated by special laws. After about 20 years of transition and almost ten years of preaccession negotiations Croatia was eventually admitted into the EU on 1st July 2013. Since
Croatia as a whole is divided in two NUTS2 regions, Continental Croatia and Adriatic Croatia, analysis is presented separate for each NUTS2 region. Puljiz and Maleković (2013) in their recent work measure regional disparities in Croatia through regional income and indicators of unemployment. For inequality, various measures such as coefficient of variations, Gini coefficient and Theil index to regional (county) and local units are applied to assess the extent and dynamics of regional income and unemployment disparities in the period 2000-2005 (period preceeding to period taken for our analysis). Results of their analysis show that Croatia is faced with moderate regional income (in terms of personal income) and significant unemployment disparities (compared also to EU Member states) whereby total inequality is becoming more driven by between-regions inequality than by within-region inequality (based on Theil index). According to within-county inequalities, there are significant differences among quite homogeneous and counties faced with high internal disparities. Across the developing world the rise in within country regional disparities has accelerated sharply since the early 1990s (Rodriguez-Pose, 2014), while property rights and the rule of law have been identified as playing the most relevant role in generating sustainable growth (Rodrik et al., 2004; Acemoglu et al., 2005) .
Puljiz and Maleković proposed forming of several groups of counties according to income and unemployment levels, from the geographic point of view. According to obtained figures, counties included in these groups mainly correspond to those found in grouping proposed in 4 our work, with the City of Zagreb as a special (successful) case (especially high income values), and the most lagging counties (with worsened relative position in income levels and unemployment) situated in eastern part of the country. Authors conclude that unemployment represents most significant regional development problem and that policy makers will have to increase efforts in order to make any substantial impact on reduction of regional unemployment disparities.
Camagni (Camagni, 2002 (Camagni, : 2398 holds that human, social and relational capital, as sources of competitiveness of territories, are necessary pre-conditions to secure employment stability, benefits from external integration and the continuing growth of local well-being and wealth. According to Camagni, therefore, weak and lagging territories-in terms of competitiveness of the economic fabric, internal/external accessibility, quality of the human and environmental factors, internal synergy and learning capability-risk exclusion and decline to a larger extent than in the past. In a broader sense, in our work we actually tackle an issue of resilience of the region. Christopherson et al. (2010) find that in economics, resilience has been defined in terms of return to a fixed and narrowly defined equilibrium (as measured by employment, for example) or, in the more liberal version, multiple equilibria. They also state that fashionable use of the concept of resilience may originate both from an increased sense of risk (economic and political as well as environmental) and from the perception that processes associated with globalization have made places and regions more permeable to the effects of what were once thought to be external processes (e.g. the crisis and its effects on regional development as presented in our work). The intersection of an economic crisis and an environmental crisis has enhanced the perceived sense of vulnerability and, hence, stimulated the search for new paths to ‗resilience' (Hudson, 2010; Pike et al., 2010) . The question of regional resilience and ability of some regions to ovecome short-term or long-term negative economic impacts is fraught with both methodological and philosophical difficulties but remains a subject of interest because of its significance and because of the multiple variables at play in the region, as desrcibed by Hassink (2010) . Most of the authors contributing to the issue of regional resilience hold that space is constructed via human action and social relations whereby regions are manifestations of those actions and in a constant process of transition (Christopherson et al., 2010) . Political and economic processes, leading to investment in one neighbourhood or region and disinvestment in another, are at the core of regional resilience, as mentioned by these authors.
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According to Simmie and Martin (2010: 28) a regional economy that is hardly affected by a shock is much more likely to recover, and more quickly, than a regional economy that is severely weakened or disrupted by the shock. Therefore, it is necessary to learn lessons from succesfull regions on how to maintain economic growth and stay resilient during economic recession or when faced with other challenge. If previous growth path disappears for whatever reason, through industrial restructuring and repositioning there may be generated another alternative growth path(s) that the region may achieve. Viewing the concept of resilience through regional competitiveness perspective leads to a narrow and perhaps limited view of what resilience may have to offer, as a way of understanding the forces shaping regional change and in guiding the formulation of policy Bristow (2010) . Regional and local economic development is subject to all sorts of interruptions and disruptions. How regional and local economies respond and adjust to such disturbances and disruptions may well exert a formative influence on how they develop and evolve (Simmie, J., Martin, R. L., 2010: 27) . Foster (2007: 14) defines ‗‗regional resilience as the ability of a region to anticipate, prepare for, respond to, and recover from a disturbance'', while, Hill et al. (2008: 4) see resilience as ‗‗the ability of a region to recover successfully from shocks to its economy that either throw it off its growth path or have the potential to throw it off its growth path''. The influence of institutions on regional development patterns was fundamentally neglected by mainstream economic theory (Silva-Ochoa, 2009 ). Regional development intervention over the last thirty years aimed at delivery of development strategies that have frequently tended to mimic one another from Andalusia to Attica, from Alentejo to Saxony, or from Chihuahua to Oaxaca (Silva-Ochoa, 2009) . This is what Chien (2008) has called an isomorphic approach to development.Croatia is at the moment in the course of adoption of Law on Regional Development and preparation of the National Regional Development Strategies, documents which implementation determines an overall quality of Croatian regional policy, and consequently developmental effects in different Croatian regions, with intention to decrease/balance regional disparities and achieve stable growth. 6
The impact of the crisis on regional disparities
The aim of this section is to analyse the regional impact of the economic crisis in Croatian NUTS 3 regions. This section analyses changes in regional variability of the regional composite development index (CDI), of GDP per capita, unemployment rate and GDP per employee (productivity) resulting from the global crisis, at NUTS3 level in Croatia. Variability is measured using the basic measures including the standard deviation, the interquartile ratio, and the ratio of the 90th to 10th percentile, and the highest/lowest value ratio.
Composite development index. In terms of development level, Croatian counties are officially ranked according to the composite development index (CDI), that is based on five indicators: personal income per capita; county budget revenues per capita; unemployment rate; change in number of population (change between the censuses) and educational structure of the population (educational attainment rate). Table 1 . Among the Croatian counties (NUTS3 regions), the lowest unemployment rates in 2011 were recorded in the City of Zagreb (9.4%) and in the County of Istria (11.5%).
On the other hand, the highest unemployment rates were recorded in the County of Brod-Posavina (33.8%) and in the County of Virovitica-Podravina (32.5%). Productivity. Trends in productivity between 2008 and 2011 are presented in Table 5 and Figure There is no evidence of an overall increase in both productivity and employment.
Namely, all counties experienced employment decline. There is strong evidence in the 12 out of 21 Croatian counties of a trade-off between productivity and employment rates in which gains in productivity are achieved at the expense of employment (two determinants of output are moving in different directions over time) and production, whereby employment fell faster than the production (GDP in current prices) (see Figure 7) . The fall in employment has been translated in part in mass unemployment. On the other side, within 9 counties there has been a combined decline in productivity and employment, whereby the production has tended to drop at a faster rate than employment. These changes have been dramatic underpinned by the widespread collapse of formal economic activity. Author's calculation based on Central Bureau of Statistics data
Components of Territorial Disparities
In order to identify causes of uneven economic development and disparities differential in development can be divided in two parts: one part that depends on productivity and the other part that depends on employment rate (the percentage of population employed). An examination of these elements can be helpful in identifying the factors that underpin uneven development in Croatia.
Productivity and employment rates play quite different roles in different counties. 
Conclusion
The conducted analysis shows that the recession that began in 2008 has had a significant negative impact on the dispersion of regional development index, regional GDP per capita and regional productivity (GDP per employee) in Croatia. The analysis shows an increase in the level of disparity in GDP per capita, GDP per employee and in regional development index in the post cris is period. On the other side, unemployment rate across Croatian counties become less disperse in 2011 relative to 2008. Namely there was an increase in the standard deviation of unemployment rate during the period before the recession crisis (2000 to 2008), then the highest value was achieved in 2008, and then it started decreasing after which there was a continuously decrease. The primary cause for decline in interregional disparities in unemployment rate lies in the fact that crisis lead to convergence in poverty. Regarding productivity changes it has been found out that there is evidence of an increase in productivity, but at the expense of employment. Generally, compared with the period before recession, it can be noted that the productivity gap is widening. Tendencies toward increased uneven development are to some extent the result of a trade-off in which gains of productivity are achieved at the expense of both employment and production, whereby in even 12 counties increased productivity was result of faster decline in employment than in production (GDP in current prices). On the other side, within 9 counties there has been a combined decline in productivity and employment rates (and in production), whereby the production has tended to drop at a faster rate than employment. In line with that it could be claimed that the economically weaker counties are at the same time comparatively unsuccessful in their attempt to redeploy unemployed persons or to provide alternative employment possibilities.
